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THE MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY, 1881-1888

MORRIS P. TAYLOR

ON May 19, 1879, a United States patent (quitclaim), based on
the Elkins and Marmon survey of 1877, was issued for the lands of
the Beaubien and Miranda (Maxwell) Grant. It was, in effect, a
relinquishment of 1,714,764.94 acres in Colfax County, New
Mexico, to the Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company.! This
rather spectacular climax of a long process of confirmation presented alluring pOSSibilities as well as new problems to the grant
claimants. By that time the affairs of the huge property were very
complex, having been involved in domestic and foreign investment, trusteeship, receivership, foreclosure, and reorganization. 2
Not all of this is directly relevant here.
Essential information includes the consolidation of three foreclosure suits in 1878. Frank Remington Sherwin had bought considerable amounts of the company's paper at much below face
value and pressed for foreclosure and reorganization. Thomas A.
Scott and Samuel M. Felton, trustees, sought to foreclose on a first
mortgage and sell the Maxwell Grant, while the Farmer's Loan
and Trust Company of New York desired to do the same with a
second mortgage. The latter two cases were the significant ones,
and in each instance judgment was against the Maxwell Land
Grant and Railway Company.
As a result F. W. Clancy, Master in Chancery of the First Judicial District Court (Colfax County), Territory of New Mexico,
ordered a public sale of "the mortgaged lands, premises, property
and franchises ... mentioned ... in the said two judgments or
decrees or decretal orders" to be held at the door of the county
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courthouse in Cimarron on March 22, 1880. 3 After desultory
bidding, the property was acquired for $1,100,000 by Frank Remington Sherwin and Lucien Birdseye. On the last day of May 1880
Sherwin, Birdseye, and Catherine Mary Birdseye, his wife, conveyed their interests in the Maxwell Grant to the Maxwell Land
Grant Company, organized under the laws of the Kingdom of
The Netherlands as successor to the Maxwell Land Grant and
Railway Company. Sherwin was president of the new corporation. 4
Sherwin, born in Massachusetts, was then about forty-five years
of age. He was a flamboyant speculator and a shrewd, perhaps ruthless, promoter, with experience on Wall Street and in the City of
London, where he had first heard of the attractions of Mexican
land grants. He had been associated with Judge Birdseye in New
York as early as 1866, 5 perhaps "reading law" in the latter's office.
In the winter of 1879-1880 he accepted a managerial position with
the Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company, then in the
hands of Receiver W. T. Thornton. Sherwin and Birdseye came
out to Cimarron to set up the new company's headquarters, and
president Sherwin expected great profits from the mineral resources of the grant (including coal) and from investments in
cattle raising, The latter, of course, precluded disposal of much of
the grant in smaller, fenced tracts to settlers. 6
It was not long before Frank Remington Sherwin displayed a
lavish life style that may have aroused envy but hardly edified
some of the old-timers in the community. He had previously acquired the Urraca Ranch (formerly known as the Peter Joseph
tract) southwest of Cimarron, where he was developing country
squire tastes, especially for blooded English horses, and he leased
an adjoining tract to put his son, Frank, Jr., in the cow business. 7
By the spring of 1881 a special meeting of the Dutch shareholders
at Amsterdam was convened to consider the "extravagant sums expended by Sherwin, and not accounted for."8 Their concern seems
not to have been so much with personal expenditures per se as with
about 193,196 Dutch guilders of alleged costs for improvements
such as buildings, stables, and fences. The sum was finally approved after strong objections that he had morally, if not legally,
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broken his contract-the "spirit and intention of the contracting
parties" being that Sherwin should have taken improvement costs
upon himself. 9
In January of 188 I people were startled by newspaper reports
of Sherwin's arrest on the charge of trying to defraud the State of
New York by converting to his own use a large draft belonging to
the state. According to the press he was unable to furnish $30,000
bail and was remanded to the Ludlow Street jail. The draft had
been deposited with his New York banking house, Sherwin and
Company. The circumstances of the case are not clear. It appears
that Sherwin and Company and the Bank of North America were
jointly liable; they were beaten in court and the Bank of North
America paid the judgment. Evidently some legal action against
Sherwin continued but the state attorney general finally dropped
it. H)
In the summer of that year Sherwin was in Europe, apparently
in company with his sister, Mrs. E. L. Sheldon, whose husband
was the son of Lionel A. Sheldon, governor of New Mexico Territory from 1881 to 1885.11 Sherwin probably attended a meeting
of the directors of the Maxwell Land Grant Company at the country home of W. F. Ziegelaar, vice-president, at Baarn, The Netherlands. The directors authorized Sherwin, as company president, to
bortow money on the shares of the Raton Coal and Coke Company
and the Aztec Mining Company, Ltd. (and from time to time other
shares in the company treasury), particularly but not exclusively
for buying cattle to graze on the grant. In effect, Sherwin was given
a free hand, only being denied the power to execute a mortgage
upon the estate. 12
After landing from the steamer Adriatic on the evening of June
29, Sherwin spent a few days in New York at the Victoria Hotel
and made a trip to Boston to see Frank Higginson, of the prominent banking house of Lee, Higginson and Company, and
William B. Strong, recently promoted to the presidency of the
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad. 1s In other words, he
lost no time in trying to borrow money and promote his plans for
the Maxwell Grant. He professed to see a very bright future, and
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apparently he was trying to manipulate the markets for Maxwell
shares. 14 In a remarkably candid letter to two Dutch investors,
Sherwin warned them not to get caught selling Maxwell shares
after having bought them heavily, and then said:
All outside commissions that you may pay for the purpose of misleading the public will be approved by me as I have always been accustomed to derive great advantages from such manipulations; indeed
in former years when manipulating this market if I were buying I
was supposed to be selling, and if I were selling heavily it was always
through strange and unthought of channels while my regular and
known Brokers were buying. 15

Sherwin's own correspondence pretty well substantiates the later
opinions of some of his colleagues about his character.
Heading for Cimarron and the Urraca Ranch about the middle
of August 188 I, Sherwin planned to stay there several monthsnot in isolation but with house guests and much conviviality. He
was looking forward to entertaining Lord Rosemore, chairman of
the board of the Aztec Gold Mining Company, and Colonel W. H.
Reynolds, a Maxwell Land Grant Company director and an organizer of the U. S. Freehold Land and Emigration Company
which dominated the adjoining Sangre de Cristo (Lee and Beaubien) Grant. 16 Late in the month one of Sherwin's guests was
the famous African explorer, Paul B. Du Chaillu, who was thinking of writing articles or a book about the Cimarron country and
wanted to talk with pioneer Thomas O. Boggs. 17
The idea of organizing the Maxwell Cattle Company to operate
the Grant company's cattle interests was claimed by Frank Remington Sherwin. 18 This may, of course, be true. The general plan
of organization was set by late September 188 I, and articles of incorporation under the laws of New Mexico were sent to Santa Fe
for approval. Preliminary arrangements made, the board of directors of the Maxwell Cattle Company met for the first time on
October 3 under the chairmanship of Henry M. Porter, with Frank
Springer acting as secretary. The other directors present were
Sherwin, Manley M. Chase, and Harry Whigham. Balloting put
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Sherwin in the presidency and Springer in the vice-presidency,
while Whigham became secretary and Porter treasurer. Sherwin
was then empowered to make an agreement with Manley M.
Chase to serve as general manager. This was completed on March
13, 1882, for five years retroactive to January I and carrying a
salary of $5,000 per annum. 19
Frank Springer had been attorney for the old Maxwell Land
Grant and Railway Company, and was to achieve much of his subsequent distinguished reputation in lawsuits involving the new
Maxwell Land Grant Company.20 As early as 1873 Harry Whigham started his long association with the Maxwell Grant in the
capacity of secretary pro tern of the Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company.21 Treasurer Henry M. Porter, a Denver financier,
had been a Cimarron merchant-banker and a director of the Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company following the resignation
of General William J. Palmer in February 1872.22 Sherwin was
very pleased to have Porter as an officer and stockholder because
of his high standing in business circles west of the Missouri
River. 23 Manley M. Chase was greatly valued as general manager
on the strength of his fine reputation among western cattlemen. 24
Porter and Chase were allowed to hold a few shares of stock to
encourage their diligence in behalf of the cattle company, but
Sherwin assured officials of the Maxwell Land Grant Company
that the gxeat majority of the shares would be held by the grant
company. Capitalized at $1,000,000, "the active operation of the
Cattle Company will be commenced almost immediately," Sherwin informed W. F. Ziegelaar, the grant company vice-president
in The Netherlands. 25 But Sherwin's prideful ebullience was premature, and eight months later the Maxwell Land Grant directors
noted that aside from "the necessary preliminary arrangements in
this affair [the cattle company] nothing worth mentioning has
happened," but they were hopeful of the future. After all, the
venture in cattle was central to their plans for reorganization. 26
A lease of the grazing rights on the Maxwell Land Grant
(excepting about 350,000 acres) was given for a one dollar per
annum rental to the Maxwell Cattle Company by the Maxwell
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Land Grant Company on October I I, 1881. 27 The immediate and
central problem was to stock the range with cattle, and that required considerable sums of money. It will be recalled that the
Maxwell board in Holland had authorized borrowing on the stock
shares of the Raton Coal and Coke Company and the Aztec
Mining Company. Probably because the amount obtainable by
that means was insufficient more ambitious schemes were developed, and Sherwin seems to have operated almost singlehandedly
as a promoter. It is difficult to say whether he acted with unwarranted independence or was given a carte blanche by the directors.
And the reader should bear in mind that Sherwin also was president of the Maxwell Land Grant Company.
The scene of promotional activity was London in the fall of
1882. That year the City saw extensive nnancial involvement in
cattle companies to function in the American West, a phenomenon
that was already signincant in Scottish centers of capital such as
Edinburgh and Dundee. 28 Sherwin's plan was to issue bonds of
the Maxwell Cattle Company based on its grazing lease of the
grant. Trustees of the bondholders were to choose three members
of the cattle company board, which was increased from nve to
eight members. Sherwin secured some important men to act as
trustees. Foremost was John Guthrie Smith, who bore the title of
Sheriff of the Counties of Aberdeen, Kincardine, and Banff in that
part of the United Kingdom called Scotland. 29 More to the point
was the fact that Smith was chairman of the giant, Scottish-controlled Prairie Land and Cattle Company, Ltd., and of the Scottish-American Mortgage Company which had important business
interests in Illinois. Smith was expected to be the most active of
the British trustees and was given a yearly salary of 1,000 guineas.
The Prairie Company, one of the largest cattle enterprises in the
West, had ranges on the public domain in southeastern Colorado, northeastern New Mexico, and the Texas Panhandle, its
Cross L division being east of the Maxwell Grant. The English
Duke of Manchester and the Scottish Earl of Rosslyn accepted
trusteeships, the duke also being a director of the Powder River
Cattle Company, Ltd., in Wyoming Territory. Two Americans
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agreed to serve in behalf of the Maxwell Cattle Company bondholders: William B. Strong, president of the Atchison, Topeka
and Santa Fe Railroad, and William Dowd, president of the
Hannibal and St. Joseph Railway and the Bank of North
America.30
Soon after, Sherwin, under authority from the cattle company
board, persuaded the London banking house of Hume Webster,
Hoare and Company to Boat a loan for [200,000 (about $1,000,000) by marketing the eight per cent first mortgage bonds.
These bankers had recently helped to organize another big
venture, the Cattle Ranche and Land Company, Ltd., with ranges
in the Texas Panhandle adjacent to those of the Prairie Company.31
Everything seemed ready for acquisition of cattle when the
Dutch members of the Maxwell Land Grant Company board in
Holland lodged a protest. They complained that the lease to the
Maxwell Cattle Company had been made without their knowledge. They expressed their anger, futilely it would seem, by
revoking their resolution empowering Sherwin to borrow on
shares in the company's treasury.32 Evidently there was little else
they could do. Disillusionment with Sherwin's dual presidency
grew so rapidly among the Dutch that in January of 1883 an
attempt was made to remove him from office. 33 The main source of
friction was 10,000 shares of Maxwell Cattle Company stock
ordered sent to Amsterdam. Sherwin turned in only 7,250 unsigned shares; the grant company board demanded the remaining
2,750 shares. Most of these, it turned out, had been given to
favored persons at thirty per cent of value. 34 Harry Whigham
later revealed that these shares "had been assigned for a consideration."35
Henry M. Porter
1,000 shares
Manley M. Chase. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . .. 250 "
Harry Whigham
250
"
Frank Springer
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 250 "
Frank Sherwin

1,000

"
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Whigham gave a plausible explanation, and claimed that Sherwin
had not signed the shares because they never reached him in
Europe, but it appears that the Dutch directors were fed up and
would not deal with Sherwin any longer or any more than they
had to. In this instance however, Sherwin may have been a victim
of timing and misunderstanding. He offered to make restitution,
although there is no record of how he proposed to do SO.36
An obvious way to start a Maxwell herd was to buyout cattlemen who were running livestock on the grant. Lonny Horn, of
Trinidad, Colorado, was one of the first to agree to sell, contracting
his herd (estimated at I 1,000 head) for the price of $275,000. The
well-known H brand (often called the Long H) of the Maxwell
Cattle Company derived from Horn's H brand, which was actually registered in his wife's name in 1872.37 That was in February,
and in early March Henry M. Porter arranged to buy from another
Trinidad cattleman, Dr. Wilson L. South, an estimated 2,500 to
3,000 head of his HU and KLM brands for $55,000. Funds from
London were required to cover the purchases, and it was then that
Hume Webster, Hoare and Company started to procrastinate.
The bankers held back, pending a report on some legal points concerning the income bonds,38 but in retrospect it appears that they
seized upon a technicality to obscure lack of success in marketing
the bonds. The delay was irritating because prompt closing of the
deals would have influenced other ranchers with cattle to sell.
Secretary Whigham wrote to J. Hume Webster that better bargains
could be obtained if further purchases could be made prior to May
I-that is, before the calves were born and prices went Up.39 Some
ranchers who thought of selling to the Maxwell Cattle Company
were "squatters," men who questioned the validity of the Maxwell
Grant title, and to buy them out would be good riddance for the
grant claimants. 4Q
The core of the cattle-purchase plans was the Horn and South
herds. Another offered by another Trinidad man, Michael Lenhart, increased by $50,000 the amount needed from Hume
Webster, Hoare and Company. Lenhart wanted his money by the
end of July, and according to Sherwin, Horn was getting restive
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because payment had been delayed. 41 It had been agreed that Horn
and South would retain control of their herds (together estimated
at between 12,000 and 13,000 head, not counting that year's
calves) until the money was paid. The deals included 400 head of
horses and eight ranches off the Maxwell Grant,42 By mid-May
1883 the Maxwell Cattle Company was committed to a total of
$430,000 in cattle purchases, but only $ 160,000 had been remitted
from London. 43
It was suspected in Cimarron that bond sales were doing poorly.
This was confirmed in a July letter from Hume Webster, Hoare
and Company, blaming public reports of the rift between Sherwin
and the Dutch directors of the Maxwell Land Grant Company.
Sherwin rejected the explanation and pointed out to J. Hume
Webster that the cattle company was an American (New Mexico)
corporation; therefore no amount of dissension within the Dutchorganized Maxwell Land Grant Company would have any bearing
on the Maxwell Cattle Company. In conclusion he predicted an
amicable settlement and noted that W. F. Ziegelaar, vice-president
of the Maxwell Land Grant Company, was then in Cimarron to
discuss the situation. 44 But Sherwin's sanguineness was ill-founded.
Ziegelaar and another director, the Baron de Constant Rebecque,
were there to get rid of Sherwin, and they secured his resignation
by offering him an attractive contract. Its main stipulation was a
payment of $675,000 in installments for his 3,000 shares in the
Maxwell Land Grant Company; as security 5,800 shares of Maxwell Cattle Company stock were placed under the trusteeship of
Henry M. Porter and Frank Springer.45 Sherwin relinquished his
presidencies, and Porter was elected to succeed him as president
of the cattle company in the fall of 1883.46
Thus ended the Sherwin regime, terminating what the Dutch
directors of the Maxwell Land Grant Company regarded as his
"repeated delinquencies"47 and "strange notions of property and
right."48 Since none of his colleagues in London or New Mexico
came vigorously to his defense, the criticisms by the Dutch probably were deserved. Perhaps a statement many years later by Henry
M. Porter is a fair summary. He said that Sherwin "tried to exploit
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the mines, the farming, the sheep and cattle raising on other
people's money, largely on mine, as he had none of his own."41l
Porter's reference to his own money was based on the fact that
he personally paid off the $30,000 balance due to South and Lenhart. It was also arranged that he would purchase the Hom cattle,
with the Maxwell Cattle Company having the right to resume the
purchase within one year after paying Porter the principal with
interest, plus expenses and $5,000 for his trouble and risk. As it
turned out, Porter was very lenient, allowing the company's possession and management to be extended indefinitely and permitting payment on the Horn notes whenever the company could do
so.r;o Pels, however, took the attitude that Porter's risk really was
minimal; that he was secured by a chattel mortgage; and that he
benefited from herd increase with no expense for grazing or
management.51
Efforts to shore up the over-extended Maxwell Cattle Company
were no more than temporary safeguards. In letters to Hume
Webster, Hoare and Company and J. Guthrie Smith, Whigham.
noted that the cattle company and Porter together owned between
19,000 and 20,000 head of good cattle and that "the deferred
payments [were] in such shape that we have no doubt of our
ability to meet them."52 He thought that the local management
should inspire confidence, and he stressed the need for Hume
Webster, Hoare and Company to place as many of the unsold
bonds as possible. If the cattle company could get the proceeds
from one-half the unsold bonds during the winter, future success
would be assured, but if the bankers could not come through with
the money, then the cattle company would have to look elsewhere
for funds. 53 On January I, 1884, Whigham submitted the following statement of cattle purchased and branded by the Maxwell
Cattle Company; 54
April1883

"
"

W. L. South
M. Lenhart
L. Hom

2,500
2,500
10,765
15,76 5
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Branded in 1883

3,600
19>36 5
Sold in 1883 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 865
Now on range
18,500

The cattle sold for beef brought $27,462.26.55
Hume Webster, Hoare and Company made a slight gesture of
providing funds in January by informing Henry M. Porter,
treasurer of the cattle company, that he could draw on them at
sixty days sight for $25,000 ([5,000); apparently as an explanation, the bankers told him of the uncertainty caused by items about
Sherwin's business affairs appearing in the English press. 56 The
amount of money made available had little relation to the realities
of the cattle company's indebtedness. 57 Help was sought in other
quarters and by different means. One of the first steps was to give
a place on the board and one share of stock to Willard R. Green. 58
He was no novice in the western cattle business, but it does not
appear that he was highly successful. He was American manager
of the Prairie Land and Cattle Company, Ltd., and, with other
officials of that company, he had been unsuccessful in launching
another big undertaking in Texas-the Union Land and Cattle
Company-in 1883.59
Although the subject of this paper is the Maxwell Cattle Company, the reader should be aware that its fortunes were intertwined
to a considerable degree with those of the Maxwell Land Grant
Company, even though one was a New Mexico corporation and
the other a Dutch one. A contract with Willard R. Green, agreed
upon at Kansas City, Missouri, on April 30, 1884, was made by
the Maxwell Land Grant Company. Ziegelaar, Mattson, and
Whigham were present, the latter two each carrying a proxy. It
was a complicated and rather nebulous arrangement "to relieve
the Company from its present financial embarrassments, and to
secure from the creditors of the Company a postponement, if possible, of the enforcement of their claims," and by it the company
acknowledged its indebtedness to Green for $100,000. 60 Only
those parts relevant to the history of the Maxwell Cattle Company
will be dealt with here. Let it be said, however, that astonishment
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and disbelief were prevalent when the terms of the contract were
known. 61
Green was to obtain from Frank Remington Sherwin a delay
until April I, 1885, of the sale of the 5,800 shares of Maxwell
Cattle Company stock held in trust for him under his contract of
August 23, 1883. Springer and others felt that this part of the
Green contract served to substantiate the Sherwin contract by the
Maxwell Land Grant Company.62
In an attempt to improve the financial condition of the Maxwell
Cattle Company, Porter, Springer, Green, Chase, and Whigham
(holders of more than two-thirds of the capital stock), at a directors' meeting on February 24, 1884, unanimously resolved: 63
That the capital stock of this Company be, and the same hereby is,
increased to one million seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars,
divided into seventeen thousand five hundred shares of one hundred
dollars each; of which seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars may
be preferred shares.

The amount of capital stock actually paid in was $ I ,000,000, and
the debts and liabilities of the cattle company stood at $448,688.64
Whigham informed Hume Webster, Hoare and Company that
the issue of preferred shares was in lieu of the unsold mortgage
bonds, which the public had been so slow in taking, and the
trustees were asked to suspend bond sales. The stockholders of the
Maxwell Cattle Company at the time were: 65
Henry M. Porter
1,999 shares
Manley M. Chase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 417
Harry Whigham
250
Frank Springer
250
Maxwell Land Grant Company
. . . .. 833
Duke of Manchester . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 50
Earl of Rosslyn
50
J. Guthrie Smith
250
Hume Webster, Hoare & Co.
100
H. M. Porter
·
} trustees
·5,800
Fran k Spnnger
1
Willard R. Green
10,000 shares
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The affairs of the Maxwell Land Grant Company were in such
a disastrous state in mid-March 1884 that the grant was purchased
at tax sale by Henry M. Porter for the Maxwell Cattle Company,
for back taxes amounting to $7,000, "in order to strengthen its title,
in case of failure of the Land Grant Company to redeem the property, which it may do within three years. 66 Frank Springer thought
the grant company would recover the property, and he pressed the
point that the financial difficulties of the Maxwell Land Grant
Company had nothing to do with the Maxwell Cattle Company.
To get on with the cattle business was of prime importance, and
he outlined to J. Guthrie Smith the problem and the solution as
he saw it:
If we were furnished with $100,000 we could relieve the company
of its worst embarrassments and pay the balance then remaining due
on the cattle purchased out of .the proceeds of the beef sales . . .
the Directors would be glad to have the sale of bonds continued,
provided that they can be assured that the funds realized can be
made available ,for the purposes of the .company. . .. . It is scarcely
necessary to 'say that the operations of Hume Webster, Hoare & Co.
have not been satisfactory to the Directors. One of the considerations
upon which they were entrusted with the sale of bonds was that the
entire proceeds, less 10% for expenses &c, should be deposited at
once with the Trustees to be used in purchasing cattle. No attention
seems to have been paid to this. Bonds to the amount of about
$220,000 have been placed at the disposal ,6f the company, and
$65,000, or about 30% retained by the Financial agents. In other
words, for the use of $155,000 we have paid $65,000 or a premium
of over 40% in cash, besides $45,000 in stock, and upon this we
have also to pay interest on $220,000-or over II% on the money
received. Were it for anything except the cattle business, this one
transaction would bring bankruptcy and ruin. If Messrs. Hume
Webster, Hoare & Co. will furnish money to the amount of $50,000
to $100,000, so that we can have use of the funds within 60 or 90
days
we shall be willing for them to continue the sale of
bonds
[but not] in the former manner, nor at any additional
expense other than the agreed commission.61

Springer sent a statement of receipts and disbursements by the

302

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW XLIX: 4 1974

cattle company of money from the trustees of the bondholders, as
well as a statement of its liabilities: 68
.
Receipts and Disbursements
Received from Hume Webster, Hoare & Co
Paid to L. Horn
$75,000
Paid to W. L. South
$45,000
Paid to M. Lenhart
$30,000
Expenses for purchase
and care of cattle
$5,000
$155,000
Liabilities
Balance due South
Balance due Lenhart
Balance due Horn
including interest etc.

$155,000

$155,000
$10,000
$16,000
$210,000

"A flattering success" with "reasonable financial support" was
Springer's prediction for the Maxwell Cattle Company,69 but it
did not work out. The reasons for failure are difficult to ascertain
amid the conflict of interests and the mutual recriminations that
appeared before and after April I, 1885, the date when some big
obligations of both the Maxwell Cattle Company and the Maxwell
Land Grant Company fell due. Some grant company people felt
that the cattle company directors had neither pushed the bonds on
the London market nor hastened to issue the new preferred
shares. 7o The debenture loan in London had "almost completely
failed."71 In their own defense Hume Webster, Hoare and Company blamed very sluggish market conditions: 72
All we can say is that times have been extremely against us; for instance Messrs Baring Brothers, a few weeks ago, issued here the
Bonds of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad, a first-class
security but the issue was a total failure and indeed ever since about
the time we issued the Maxwell Cattle Company's Bonds nothing has
been taken here that would not bear examining round every corner
and much that had been thoroughly examined and stood the examination has not taken.

TAYLOR: MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY

303

A favorable feature that J. Guthrie Smith saw for the Maxwell
Cattle Company was that it had land as well as cattle-a reference
to its large grazing acreage, privately owned; this view doubtless
was prompted by land tenure difficulties on the public domain
experienced by the Prairie Land and Cattle Company to which he
was so closely tied. 13 Many other investors in cattle were taking advantage of the potential strength of ranges based on Mexican or
Spanish land grants of the Southwest,74 and elsewhere cattle interests were looking to tracts available from railroads which had
received grants of public lands along their rights of way.15 Security
of land tenure, however, did not guarantee success in the Maxwell
Cattle Company's case; too many extraneous factors were pulling
against it.
J. Guthrie Smith's chairmanship of the Prairie Land and Cattle
Company ended in the spring of 1884, following a power struggle
within the big Scottish corporation. Late that summer Willard R.
Green resigned as manager because of continuing intracompany
disagreements. Evidence indicates that Smith and Green were on
opposite sides in the controversies. 76
The most enigmatic feature of the whole Maxwell Cattle Company business is the role of Willard R. Green in its affairs. Green's
association with the company probably came through Henry M.
Porter, with whom he had other business connections and fairly
close personal relations. 71 This may explain Porter's lack of criticism
of Green and his methods; if not, then Porter must have regarded
Green's contract with the Maxwell Land Grant Company, however unfortunate and outlandish (the Dutch point of view put
mildly),78 as a fact and perhaps enforceable.
On November 10, 1884, Harry Whigham, secre.tary, gave a
receipt to Willard R. Green for a $ 10,000 loan that was to draw
10% interest from date. Preferred shares of the Maxwell Cattle
Company, par value $30,000, were delivered to Green. These
were to be returned and were charged against him at 90 cents on
the dollar. 79 About the same time Hume Webster, Hoare and Company proposed a new English firm to raise money for the Maxwell
Cattle Company, the property (meaning the Maxwell Grant which
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had been acquired on tax sale) to be transferred to the new organization. 80 The scheme was not developed.
Evidently Green was expected to accomplish a delaying action
for the Maxwell Cattle Company. Vice-president Frank Springer
said that its problems would not be worked out in less than five
years. 81 Early in 1885 Green went to London and Amsterdam to
raise money for the Maxwell Cattle Company, and also to negotiate
with the Dutch about the nearly bankrupt Maxwell Land Grant
Company, of which he was a principal creditor and which the
Dutch bondholders were trying to save by thorough reorganization.
The views of the Dutch about the Sherwin contract were extremely
negative, and in Great Britain cattle company matters brought such
argument, strongly tinged with personal animosities (some deriving from old Prairie Cattle Company quarrels), that the trusteeship of the mortgage bonds collapsed completely. All of the trustees
except J. Guthrie Smith resigned, leaving him in an untenable
position. 82 Something of the acrimony can be seen in Green's postscript to his letter to J. Hume Webster, June 4, 1885 :83
I see you want me to resign. Cannot you put Smith up to something
else. Would'nt [sic] like the earth would you? Might get it fenced
in.
'

The Dutch holders of the Maxwell income bonds took a major
step in their rescue operation in February 1885, when they organized the seven-man Maxwell Land Grant Committee, which, in
turn, would be represented by Martinus Petrus Pels as their true
and lawful attorney in the United States. Businessman and former
U. S. consul at Batavia, Netherlands Indies,84 Pels had developed
some strong views-doubtless reflecting those of the committeeabout the Maxwell Cattle Company, starting with the alleged illegality of the Sherwin contract. By the end of the year Pels had
compiled a list of objections to the setup of the Maxwell Cattle
Company. He questioned the legality of the grazing lease of the
grant, and he claimed that terms of the lease had not been carried
out by the cattle company. Nor, according to Pels, had the stipulations of the trust deed been fulfilled. He was not sure that all
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arrangements with Hume Webster, Hoare and Company were
known, and he felt that giving preferred shares to Green as collateral was illegal. And finally, the position of J. Guthrie Smith as
the only trustee was indefensible.85
Although Pels was convinced that circumstances gave "the
Maxwell Land Grant Company full power to insist upon cancelling the lease,"86 he was not trying to liquidate cattle-raising on
the grant but to bring it under the control of the Maxwell Land
Grant Company. Nor was he inflexible in the face of existing conditions. He thought that the Sherwin contract was wrong, and he
would pay Sherwin as little as possible; yet he agreed with Porter
that a sale of Maxwell cattle shares in Sherwin's favor (in accordance with the contract) should be delayed until Green had time to
reach a compromise.87
The Maxwell Land Grant Committee (or the Syndicate of
Holland Bankers, as Harry Whigham referred to them) was prepared to invest rather heavily in cattle. Whigham was asked his
opinion of how much revenue an investment of $250,000 might
bring. The money would be used to buy cattle already on the grant,
and Pels wanted to know how many Maxwell cattle were on the
range. Whigham believed that such an investment would bring
about $30,000 worth of beef if average-run cattle and more steers
were bought; he estimated the Maxwell cattle at 16,000 head. 88
Then he asked Manley M. Chase, manager of the Maxwell Cattle
Company, to send Pels a more complete report together with his
own view of the future.
Chase complied, and his letter gives a good idea of operational
problems. He neither supported nor denied the 16,000-head estimate, saying that the cattle bought had not been counted-"bought
range delivery," in other words. He told Pels that he had calculated
the combined South and Lenhart herds as numbering only 3,800
to 4,000 head, (which was at least a thousand fewer than given in
Whigham's report for 1883). Chase also felt that the Hom herd
had been overestimated, but he gave no figure of his own. Whigham used the number 10,765. The figures and explanations that
Chase gave for the coming year were not encouraging. Only about
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1,000 to 1,200 steers could be gathered for market, because many
from the South and Lenhart herds had been sold soon after purchase, and probably not many more than 1,850 Hom steers were
available. Quite a few rounded up the previous year had been lost
because of a poor system of handling day herds. Just what he
meant by that, Chase did not say.
A severe winter (1883-1884) had caused a serious loss of bulls,
sixty of which had been purchased for use in 1884, so the cattle
company faced a continued short calf crop and curtailment of
profits. Only 1,299 calves were branded in 1884, which prompted
Pels to inquire, rather euphemistically, if any of the company cowboys had made mistakes in branding. Chase doubted that, since in
a general roundup, branding had taken place "under the observation of the entire neighborhood." In 1883, 3,600 calves (presumably) had been branded. 89
It is impossible to give accurate figures of livestock and money
because sources vary, although the discrepancies usually are small.
Chase, for example, said that total sales had brought in $87,615.93
(862 yearlings @ $19.50 plus 2,376 steers @ $29.80) and Pels
later submitted the figure of $86,862.82. The latter figure is
matched within a few cents by totalling the cattle sales for 1883
and 1884 given in the company record-$86,862.43. 90 The writer's
computation yields the sum of $87,613.80.
Chase said that matters would have been much better if right
amounts of money had come from Hume Webster, Hoare and
Company:
In case we could be furnished with the necessary means to put ourselves in possession of the herds located upon the property, I see no
reason why we should not make large profits . . . as I consider the
range superior to the average range of the country . . . It is my
opinion that $300,000 to $350,000 carefully and economically invested would secure most of the cattle upon the range, and give us
possession of most of the range, and put our business within a very
short time in a satisfactory and profitable condition. 9l
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Chase's simplistic, though probably correct, appraisal of the Maxwell Cattle Company was lost in the complexities of negotiations
involving Americans, Dutch, English, and Scots, and, of course,
the current expenses of the company continued to mount. It was
understood that the trustees had enough money to pay the $50,000
interest due on the bonds, but for on-the-scene expenses in New
Mexico, Chase borrowed $12,000 from a Las Vegas bank. Willard
R. Green was having little success in London and Amsterdam, and
the Maxwell Committee threatened legal action. Henry M. Porter
felt that M. P. Pels was pretty much bluff and bluster, and he agreed
with Green that the cattle company directors should sit tight-a
response that was clearly irritating to the Dutch. 92
J. Guthrie Smith had told Pels, apparently in London, that if
the Maxwell Committee could not settle with the Americans (the
Maxwell Cattle Company directors) the trustees would try to take
possession of the leased land, the cattle, and the equipment and
transfer it all to a new Maxwell Land and Cattle Company. If
settlement were made, then the cattle company should be recast as
a Dutch, or English, or Anglo-Dutch company. If the Maxwell
Land Grant Company should payoff the existing cattle bonds, the
trusteeship, of course, would cease. If not, then new bonds to the
amount of [200,000 should be issued. 93
In late 1885, J. Guthrie Smith gave his power of attorney to
J. Duncan Smith (presumably his son or brother) and sent him to
the United States to take any action in behalf of the trust he might
deem advisable, especially to forestall any adverse action by the
Dutch. He evidently had the impression that the Maxwell Cattle
Company's disabilities were largely the fault of the Americans.
That idea was countered by Frank Springer, vice-president, in a
strong letter and in a conference with J. Duncan Smith at Trinidad, Colorado, the operational headquarters of the Prairie Cattle
Company, in which Smith apparently retained a financial interest. 94 After a detailed resume to show that blame rested with the
trustees and Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Springer concluded his letter:
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If these gentlemen will exhibit a little of the zeal for the company
that has been shown by some of the directors on this side, and be
willing to forbear a portion of their claims till a more auspicious time,
as has been done over here, they may save themselves and us the
impending trouble, and tide over the danger until relief can be found
in some way. But if, after exacting the uttermost farthing upon their
side, they propose to try to wreck the company because we cannot
perform an impossibility, I say to you that we shall defend our position
by every means in our power, and leave it to those, who have invested
their money in these bonds, to say eventually, who is to blame for the
misfortunes that shall follow. 95

Springer pointed out that Willard R. Green had loaned $10,000;
Henry M. Porter had advanced a total of $155,000 ($5°,000
twice and a $5,000 interest payment); Manley M. Chase had
taken notes instead of cash for the greater part of his salary. Such
diligence was necessary because of the £60,000 realized from the
mortgage bonds only £33,000 had been sent to the company, the
remaining £27,000 having "been withheld to pay interest, salaries
of trustees, expenses, fees and commissions of enormous and unreasonable amounts."96
Shortly after that Pels, who was in Denver, spoke of "the disastrous situation of the cattle company,"91 listing the outstanding
liabilities as: $8,000 on the Lenhart purchase; $7,500 on the South
purchase; $86,000 on the Horn herd; $8,000 to Chase for salary;
$6,000 to a Las Vegas bank; $ 15,000 to the Maxwell Land Grant
Company (with interest) for taxes, fencing, and improvements.
And in a sworn affidavit Henry M. Porter said that debts and
liabilities exceeded assets by $58,591.°4, while a total of $60,000
in various payments would come due on January I, 1886. 98
"This horrid state of things" caused the Maxwell Land Grant
Committee to want "to wipe out this cattle company" or at least to
force it into bankruptcy.99 To achieve that the committee sought
an injunction against Hume Webster, Hoare and Company to prevent the sale of any more bonds. The London bankers had aroused
the ire of the Americans and the Dutch by threatening to sell the
lease and the cattle pledged to the bondholders if the January in-
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terest were not paid by the fourteenth of the month. loo Springer
and Pels stood together to fight any attempt in London to foreclose
on the Maxwell Cattle Company and put it into receivership;
their defense was that Hume Webster, Hoare and Company had
illegally withheld money from the cattle company, thereby bringing it to its perilous state. And Pels and the Committee welcomed
the threatened litigation because it might so frighten the London
bondholders that the Committee could buy the bonds for 75% or
less. Springer and Porter were not unaware of the Committee proposal to force the cattle company into bankruptcy. Essentially the
same thing had been tried with the Maxwell Land Grant Company, but the American directors brought suit and forced it into
receivership in August 1885, with Harry Whigham as receiver. lol
The Sherwin and Green contracts, which were anathema to the
Maxwell Committee, were obstacles to compromise and settlement.
Porter and Springer stood by the contracts because substantial sums
were in jeopardy and both of them were trustees. of the 5,800
cattle shares pledged to Sherwin as security. For Porter, surVival of
the company was a sine qua non. It was Springer's opinion that on
April I, 1885, the Sherwin contract, within the compromise terms
of the Green contract, could force payment of about $700,000 by
sale of cattle shares and other securities. Green was entitled to
collect $100,000. And with additional claims due, the aggregate
was over $900,000, not counting some other debts of the cattle
company. Of course, the members of the Committee were angry
and worried, but Porter's biographer has rightly pointed out that
the contracts were made by Dutchmen to solve problems created
by Dutch directors. With that in mind, the moral protestations of
Pels, Van Lint, and other pro-Dutch writers sound less than
genuine. lo2
In 1886 Frank Remington Sherwin was in great need of money,
and he assigned his interest in part of the 5,800 cattle shares (held
in trust) to his former associate, Lucien Birdseye. 103 Porter said
that Sherwin was as "hard up as the D--I," and he doled out
$4,000 to Sherwin, who claimed he needed it to feed his family.
In August, Sherwin was in Chihuahua, Mexico, claiming, accord-
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ing to Porter, that he was starving because Porter and Green would
not supply him with money. The reference to Green is not clear,
but it apparently was based on another contract by which Green
tried to secure the Sherwin contract with shares in the Raton Coal
and Coke Company.104
The infighting and wrangling over the Maxwell Cattle Company was ancillary to the larger struggle for reorganization and
control of the Maxwell Land Grant Company. Prolonged "litigation of doubtful value," as Porter put it, was averted by a hopefully permanent agreement on October 10, 1885, a part of which
was a decision to put $500,000 in cash and $ 15°,000 in bonds into
cattle purchases. Cash payments were to be made for the $48,000
principal and interest due on the Hom cattle notes paid by Porter
and $70,000 for 1,617 cattle company shares held by Porter, Chase,
and Springer. In June of 1886 Springer informed Pels that they
were willing to take bonds at par instead of cash. That represented
a considerable change by Porter, who had wanted to be fully paid
off and relieved of obligations to other parties in the cattle company
business. 105
The Dutch managed to reach an accord with Green, whom they
regarded as especially unscrupulous with them, for the reason that
"he had, de facto, advanced some money to officers of the now
bankrupt [Maxwell Land Grant] Company, and that the amount
paid to him now in the shape of a commission showed a very
large reduction from what he claimed before."lo6 In other words,
for the sake of clearing up a very bothersome side issue, they
partially paid off on a contract that they thought was illegal in
many respects.
The even more odious Sherwin contract remained as a barrier to
final reorganization. Bitterness was especially strong because of the
many Sherwin-incurred debts which the Dutch paid off; to
Springer, Pels wrote: "I tell you candidly that it was with a bleeding heart that I saw the money of those poor innocent Dutch
people, collected by assessment, used to pay the consequences of
terrible mismanagement and contracted debts. mOT Pels saw no
legality to the Sherwin contract, but again the Maxwell Committee
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members were willing to give it de facto recognition in order to
remove the obstacle. He strongly disapproved of devoting $500,000
in cash and $150,000 in bonds to cattle purchases, feeling that
Springer, Porter, Whigham, Green and others were placing their
interests in the Sherwin contract with little regard for the future
of the reorganized company. lOB Green was still in on the Sherwin
contract despite his settlement with the Maxwell Land Grant
Company.
The winter and spring of 1885-1886 brought serious losses to the
Maxwell Cattle Company. A violent blizzard had swept across
southeastern Colorado, northeastern New Mexico, and the Texas
Panhandle, and spring weather exacted a high toll of calves. lo9
Pels was critical of the 1886 report of the Maxwell Cattle Company, saying that it was not a balance sheet but Simply a statement
of receipts and expenditures. But in view of his complaint a few
months before that no one prepared annual reports, it was an improvement. Negotiations with the British bondholders dragged on
because, according to Pels, their Scottish and London attorneys
cared more about continued fees than a compromise, and because
J. Guthrie Smith wanted to put part of the Prairie Company's
cattle on the Maxwell range. 110 In a letter to Whigham, Pels found
himself wishing that the miserable cattle company did not exist,
but he was not against a large cattle operation on the Maxwell
Grant. The declining fortunes of the western cattle industry were
seen in company sales figures for 1885 and 1886: in 1885, 618
head were sold for $14,572.27, and in 1886,828 head brought only
$11,887.88.1l1 Yet early in 1887 he advised the Committee to
spend an available $40,000 on Texas cattle. He recommended
using for them a separate brand from that of the Maxwell Cattle
Company, "for prudence sake, as some difficulty might spring
Up."1l2 His suggestion that purchases should be made was inspired
by Manley M. Chase's opinion that not over 11,000 head with the
company's well-known Long H and other brands would be found
on the grant. llS
In the late summer of 1886 deadlock over the Sherwin contract
brought several of the chief contestants to Denver, Colorado, the
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business location of the company's chief creditor, Henry M.
Porter, and the Hughes (Bela M. and Charles J., Jr.) law firm,
representing the Maxwell Land Grant Committee. Sherwin and
his lawyer, Judge Birdseye, were there. Sherwin took a rather
ridiculous position: there could be no settlement of his contract
because it was void, not having been properly executed. Therefore
he claimed that he still was president of the Maxwell Cattle Company and demanded the original shares. However debatable Sherwin's tactics were, it must be admitted that the possibility of his
realizing about a half million dollars was good reason for hanging
on to his chances. J. Guthrie Smith had come to the United States,
and in Denver he said that if he could not settle with the Dutch, he
would propose raising $500,000 for cattle purchases and revive the
prospects of the cattle company. He was paid little heed because he
was alone as trustee of the cattle company bonds.1l4 The Denver
negotiations wavered and came to nothing. In mid-October, Sherwin was thought to have backed down from his extreme position,
but late in the month he and Green were still holding out. ll5
In the spring of 1887 the Dutch planned to reorganize by creating a new Maxwell Land and Cattle Company, to be set up under
the laws of either New York or Colorado (with its principal office
in Denver and a branch in New Mexico),1l6 but new developments raised questions about the plan. Congress passed an Alien
Land Act in February,117 causing worry about its effect on Maxwell
Grant ownership. Concern over the Alien Land Act produced an
amusing quip by Thomas Benton Catron, a man of many land
grant interests: "'Who shall relieve us of our land grants if the
Dutch and English are not allowed to buy them!' "118 A government suit assailing the title to the Maxwell Grant, challenging the
validity of the patent of 1879, was on its way to the October term
of the Supreme Court. Nevertheless, the new law did not disturb
foreign ownership, and the court found in favor of the grant
claimants. l19 For the Dutch the unsolved problem remained the
abominable Sherwin contract.
Pels reached the end of his patience: "we are turning around in
this infernal circle all the time; and I can now just as well tell you
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[the Maxwell Committee] that if matters are not fixed up quickly
. . . you can just as well give up the idea of are-organization altogether."12o Sherwin again was badly in need of money and feeling sorry for himself, saying that if his contract had been settled in
January, as he had expected, he would have had money for some
successful speculation in Denver real estate. And Pels, that archenemy of the Sherwin contract, advanced some cash from his
personal funds, evidently to keep Sherwin mollified and talking.
It was felt that Sherwin was pretty much bluff, and the Dutch
were adamant that payments would be made to nobody until "all
the threads are in our hands indisputably."121 A second loan and
personal interview with Pels finally convinced Sherwin that continued recalcitrance would really hold up reorganization of the
Maxwell Land Grant Company-the best chance for him of a
financial settlement. Frank Springer was ready to leave for Holland
to complete the reorganization at last, but he would not go unless
he left behind him firm arrangements about the Sherwin contract.
Agreement came September 16-17, 1887, when Sherwin's lawyer
and assignee, Judge Birdseye, cancelled their interest in shares of
the Maxwell Cattle Company and the Raton Coal and Coke Company for a consideration which included bonds of the Maxwell
Land Grant Company and a cash payment. Satisfactory arrangements were also made with Willard R. Green. 122
An understanding on points at issue with the holders of Maxwell Cattle Company bonds took somewhat longer. An incipient
lawsuit by the bondholders was checked by an injunction, and the
case was later dismissed. 123 The move that perhaps more than any
other signified extinction of the Maxwell Cattle Company was
cancellation of the grazing lease, which had about thirty-one years
to run, by a decision of the territorial district court for Colfax
County in September of 1888.124
As early as October of 1887 M. P. Pels was laying plans for a
cattle department within the Maxwell Land Grant Company. He
hired two well~known cowmen of the area, Marion Littrell and
Zenas Curtis, as foremen for the plains and the mountains respectively. Francis Clutton, an Englishman who had bought the Urraca
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Ranch from Sherwin, was offered a position as manager of the
Maxwell cattle. He accepted in January 1888. 125 The cattle department, however, would not be the mainspring of Maxwell Grant
development as the Maxwell Cattle Company had been. Encouragement of immigration, large-scale irrigation, and other plans put
cattle raising in a secondary and declining position.

NOTES

1. Transcript of Title of the Maxwell Land Grant Situated in New
Mexico and Colorado (Chicago, 1881), pp. 107-23 (Hereafter cited as
Transcript of Title). This source is fairly accessible, and, of course, the
documents published are available in public records of Colfax County,
New Mexico, Las Animas County, Colorado, and elsewhere. John T.
Elkins and Robert G. Marmon were Deputy U.S. Surveyors, and Elkins
was the brother of Stephen Benton Elkins, at one time president of the
Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company.
2. Surveys of these financial problems can be found in William A.
Keleher, Maxwell Land Grant: A New Mexico Item, Revised Edition (New
York, 1964), pp. I I 5-20; Jim Berry Pearson, The Maxwell Land Grant
(Norman, 196I), pp. 57-78; the "Van Lint Manuscript," Records of the
Maxwell Land Grant Company. The Maxwell Land Grant Company
Collection is now in the Library of the University of New Mexico; when
the writer examined it some years ago the collection was in the company
office at Raton, New Mexico. Victor J. Van Lint, a former manager of
the Maxwell Land Grant Company, also published "Notes on the History
and Development of the Maxwell Land Grant," New Mexico Professional
Engineer & Contractor, vol. 2 (1950), pp. 5-6,24-25.
3. Transcript of Title, pp. 170-85; Las Vegas Daily Optic, Dec. 20,
1879, p. 1.
4. Transcript of Title, pp. 124-206. Two Master's Deeds were issued to
Sherwin and Birdseye as joint tenants: the first for an I 1/12th interest
($1,000,000) and the second for a 1/I2th interest ($100,000).

TAYLOR: MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY

315

5. C. M. Chase, The Editor's Run in New Mexico and Colorado
(Fort Davis, 1968, first published 1882), pp. 44-45; Lawrence R. Murphy,
Philmont: A History of New Mexico's Cimarron Country (Albuquerque,
1972), p. 135; Sherwin to Birdseye, Oct. 4, 1881, Maxwell Land Grant
Company Letter Book, July 15-0ct. 12, 1881, pp. 406-13 (Hereafter citations from various records of the Maxwell Land Grant Company will be
given as MLG).
6. Whigham-Harding Memoranda, March I, 1889, MLG Letter Book
A, pp. 434-51; Chase, pp. 49-50.
7. Whigham-Harding Memoranda, March I, 1889, MLG Letter Book
A, pp. 434-51; Murphy, pp. 135-36; Sherwin to Hoare, Aug 30, 1881, and
Oct. 7, 1881, MLG Letter Book, July I5-0ct. 12, 1881, pp. 172-75,439-45;
Sherwin to Hume Webster, March 10, 1883, Maxwell Cattle Company
Letter Book, Feb. I883-0ct. 1884, pp. 34-39. The cattle company material
is part of the MLG Records.
8. Minutes, Shareholders' Meeting, May 20, 1881, MLG Folder, 1881.
9. Ibid. The Dutch investors in early 1881 sent a Captain Niewenhuisen to Cimarron to investigate Sherwin. Cimarron News and Press, May
26, 1881, p. 2; Sherwin to Ziegelaar, Sept. 6, 1881, MLG Letter Book,
July 15-0ct. 12, 1881, pp. 216-31.
10. Las Vegas Daily Optic, Jan. 2I, 188 I, p. 4; Sherwin to King, Aug.
5,1881, MLG Letter Book, July 15-0ct. 12, 1881, pp. 74-77.
11. Sherwin to Catron, Aug. I, 1881, and Sherwin to King, Aug. 5,
1881, MLG Letter Book, July 15-0ct. 12, 1881, pp. 27-29, 74-77; letter of
introduction to Secretary of State James G. Blaine, ibid., pp. 251-53;
Murphy, p. 136.
12. Copy of Resolution, MLG Folder, 1881. While in London Sherwin organized an English company for the Aztec Mine. Sherwin to Bradley, July 30, 1881, MLG Letter Book, July I5-0ct. 12, 1881, pp. 13-14.
13. Sherwin to Higginson, July 31, 1881, and Sherwin to Ziegelaar,
Aug. 5, 1881, ibid., pp. 25-26, 66-69.
14- Sherwin to Bradley, July 30,1881, ibid., pp. 13-1415. Sherwin to Hartogh Heys and Muinck, Aug. 3, 1881, ibid., pp.
44-5 1.
16. Sherwin to Bradley, July 30, 1881, and Sherwin to Catron, Aug.
I, 1881, ibid., pp. 13-14, 27-29; Charter of the United States Freehold
Land and Emigration Company, 1870, Western History Department,
Denver Public Library.
17. Sherwin to Boggs, Aug. 31, 1881, MLG Letter Book, July 15Oct. 12, 1881, pp. 186-87.
18. Sherwin to Reynolds, Sept. 29,1881, ibid., pp. 356-60.

316

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW XLIX: 4 1974

19. Minutes, Board of Directors, Oct. 3, 1881, MCC Folder; SherwinChase Agreement, March 13, 1882, ibid.
20. For a biographical sketch, see Keleher, p. 112n.
21. Minutes, Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company Board of
Directors, June 5, 1873, MLG. In the mid-1870's Whigham was associated
with G. A. Bushnell in the firm of Bushnell and Whigham, wool dealers,
in Cimarron. Bushnell and Whigham to Prowers and Hough, May 21,
1875, MLG Letter Book, 1872-1877, p. 298.
22. Minutes, Maxwell Land Grant and Railway Company Board of
Directors, March 29, 1872, MLG. In 1869 Porter witnessed the assignment
of bond by Lucien and Luz Maxwell to Jerome B. Chaffee, George M.
Chilcott, and Charles F. Holly. Transcript of Title, p. 61. One of the first
to buy ranching land from the Maxwell Land Grant, Porter acquired 2,000
acres of choice bottom land along the Cimarron River in 1872. As a banker,
he had been generous to Frank Remington Sherwin, allowing him to
considerably overdraw his account on occasion. Paul Ton, "Henry Miller
Porter: Merchant, Private Banker, and Cattleman, 1858-191i' (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Denver, 1969), p. 136; WhighamHarding Memoranda, March I, 1889, MLG Letter Book A, pp. 434-51.
23. Sherwin to Ziegelaar, Oct. 5, 1881, and Sherwin to Reynolds,
Oct. II, 188I, MLG Letter Book, July 15-0ct. 12, 188I, pp. 422-28, 446-55.
24. Sherwin to Reynolds, Sept. 29, 188I, ibid., pp. 356-60. Chase was
born in Wisconsin in 1842 and came to the Cimarron country in 1867.
Letter to the Editor, Raton Range, March 8, 1973, p. 2; History of New
Mexico: Its Resources and People (Los Angeles, 1907), vol. 2, p. 695. In
1872 Chase bought 960 acres of Maxwell land around his home place on
Ponil Creek. Whigham-Harding Memoranda, March I, 1889, MLG
Letter Book A, pp. 434-51; Chase, pp. 47-50. See also Delbert Littrell
Hughes and Lenore Harris Hughes, Give Me Room! (El Paso, 1971), pp.
59,94""95·
25. Sherwin to Ziegelaar, Oct. 5, 1881, MLG Letter Book, July 15Oct. 12, I88 I, pp. 422-28.
26. Minutes, Maxwell Land Grant Company Shareholders' Meeting,
May 31,1882, MCC Folder.
27. M. P. Pels, "History of the Maxwell Cattle Company," Dec. 21,
1885, MCC Folder. This actually is a summary report to the Denver law
partnership of Bela M. Hughes and Charles J. Hughes, Jr., and will be
cited hereafter as Pels, "History."
28. Maurice Frink, W. Turrentine Jackson, and Agnes Wright Spring,
When Grass Was King: Contributions to the Western Range Cattle Industry Study (Boulder, 1956), pp. 156-64.

TAYLOR: MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY

317

29. Memorandum of Agreement, Nov. 14, 1882, MLG Folder, 1882;
Pels, "History."
30. Ibid.; Frink et al., pp. 137, 159-60, 184.
31. Pels, "History"; Frink et al., pp. 156-58. Sherwin had tried to borrow $300,000 in the United States but failed. Pearson, pp. 97-98.
32. Extract from Maxwell Land Grant Company Board Meeting,
Nov. 30, 1882, MLG Folder, 1882.
33. Extracts from Maxwell Land Grant Company Board Meetings,
Dec. 28,1882, and Jan. 26,1883, ibid.
34. Extract from Maxwell Land Grant Company Board Meeting, Feb.
20, 1883, MLG Folder, 1882; "Van Lint Manuscript," MLG; Sherwin to
Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Feb. 22, 1883, MLG Letter Book,
Feb. I 883-0ct. 1884, pp. 16-21; Minutes, Maxwell Land Grant Company
Shareholders' Meeting, May 31, 1885, MCC Folder.
35. Whigham to Pels, April I I, 1885, MLG Letter Book 3, pp. 78-81.
36. Sherwin to Ziegelaar, Dec. 5, 1882, quoted in the Minutes of the
Maxwell Land Grant Company Shareholders' Meeting, May 31, 1885,
MCC Folder.
37. Sherwin to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Feb. 22, 1883,
and Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, May 3, 1883,
MCC Letter Book, Feb. I 883-0ct. 1884, pp. 16-21, 85-89; Pels, "History";
Las Animas County (Colorado) Brand Book I, p. 14I. It appears that Horn's
herd was being offered on the English market by a third party, but the
Maxwell people managed to purchase it direct from Horn. Springer to J.
Duncan Smith, Dec. r9, 1885, MCC Letter Book, 1884-1887, pp. 69-78.
When word of the Horn sale appeared in the press, some highly inaccurate
figures circulated. The Trinidad Weekly Advertiser, May 28, 1883, p. 4,
said that Horn's herd and Red River ranch brought $300,000, and on Oct.
31, 1883, p. 4, the same paper put a $350,000 price tag on the same transaction. Another gross error was published in the Raton Comet, May 25,
1883, p. 8, which said that $400,000 in cash was paid for the Horn and
South herds by Dutch capitalists, who owned the Maxwell Cattle Company.
38. Sherwin to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Feb. 22, 1883;
Whigham to J. Hume Webster, March 9, 1883; Whigham to Porter,
March 9, 1882. MCC Letter Book, Feb. I 883-0ct. 1884, pp. 16-21, 29-31,
32-33.
39. Whigham to J. Hume Webster, March 9, 1883, ibid., pp. 29-31.
The other partner in the firm of Hume Webster, Hoare and Company,
Captain C. Noel Hoare, R.N., was not very active, apparently because
of ill health. Sherwin to Hoare, Aug. 30, 1881, MLG Letter Book, July

318

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW XLIX: 4 1974

15-Aug. 12, 1881, pp. 172-75. It appears that some of the misgivings about
Hume Webster, Hoare and Company had substance. Hume Webster committed suicide several years later to avoid prosecution for some of his business activities. Lewis Atherton, The Cattle Kings (Bloomington, 1961), p.
212.
40. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, May 3, 1883,
and May 16, 1883, MCC Letter Book, Feb. I 883-0ct. 1884, pp. 29-31.
Anti-grant efforts by a number of settlers were rapidly developing under
the leadership of the major anti-grant figure, O. P. McMains, whose
pressures in Washington and elsewhere were ineffectively dealt with by
Sherwin. Sherwin to Clarke, Sept. 5, 1881, MLG Letter Book, July 15Oct. 12, 1881, pp. 232-42.
41. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, May 3, 1883,
and Sherwin to J. Hume Webster, March 10, 1883, ibid., pp. 85-89,34-39.
42. Horn had received $50,000 and Dr. South $3°,000. Whigham to
Hume Webster, Hoare and Company. May 3, 1883, ibid., pp. 85-89.
43. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, May 16, 1883,
ibid., pp. 101-03; Pels, "History."
44. Sherwin to J. Hume Webster, Aug. 14, 1883, ibid., pp. 131-35.
45. Pearson, pp. 99-100; Trinidad Weekly Advertiser, Oct. I, 1883, p.
4; Wertheim-Loman Report, Dec. 6, 1884, MLG Folder, 1884; Pels, "History." The Santa Fe New Mexican Review, Aug. 9, 1884, said that Ziegelaar had advanced money to the Spanish Republic [1873-1874] against Don
Carlos (Second Carlist War, 1872-1876).
46. Ton, "Henry Miller Porter," p. 169; Whigham to B. M. and C. J.
Hughes, Jr., Jan. I I, 1886, MCC Folder. It appears that Porter also continued to serve as treasurer; on May 30, 1884, he signed, as treasurer, a
letter to J. Guthrie Smith. MCC Letter Book, Feb. I 883-0ct. 1884, pp.
184-8 5.
47. Extracts from Maxwell Land Grant Company Board Meetings,
Dec. 28, 1882, and Jan. 26, 1883, MLG Folder, 1882.
48. Wertheim-Loman Report, Dec. 6, 1884, MLG Folder, 1884. A suit
against Sherwin in the Federal district court in Denver was dismissed about
this time. His former private secretary had alleged that Sherwin had
promised him a regular salary and an option on several thousand acres of
land, but had ignored the second, Las Vegas Daily Optic, Nov. 29, 1884,
p.2.
49. Autobiography of Henry M. Porter (Denver, 1932), p. 44. In the
Las Vegas Daily Gazette, Jan. 10, 1884, p. 2, there appeared an item
(apparently based on an account in the New York Standard), about
Sherwin's recent conviction of contempt of court in Albany, New York, in
connection with the fraud litigation brought against him. The article called

TAYLOR: MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY

319

the sentence "monstrous" and suggested that the prosecution had been
fostered by "a great land grant company," which was seeking to get rid of
Sherwin. The writer has not pursued this matter further.
50. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Dec. 10,
1883, and Whigham to J. Guthrie Smith, Dec. I I, 1883, MCC Letter
Book, Feb. 1883-0ct. 1884, pp. 139-40, 141-43; Pels, "History."
51. Pels, "History."
52. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Dec. 10,
1883, and Whigham to Smith, Dec. II, 1883, MCC Letter Book, Feb.
I 883-0ct. 1884, pp. 139-40, 141-43. In his letter to Smith, Whigham
hinted that Henry M. Porter was being considered for president of the
cattle company. Beginning with this footnote the Smith reference will be
to J. Guthrie Smith; any made to J. Duncan Smith will have the full name.
53. Ibid.
5+ Statement by Secretary Whigham, Jan. I, 1884, MCC Letter
Book, 1884-1887, p. 1.
55. Pels, "History." Manley M. Chase later said that 867 head were
sold for $27,762.26 in 1883. Chase to Pels, May 2, 1885, MCC Folder.
56. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, March 7,
1884, and Springer to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, March 26,
1884, MCC Letter Book, Feb. 1883-0Ct. 1884, pp. 149-50, 161-64; also
Springer to Smith, March 26, 1884, ibid., pp. 154-59.
57. Springer to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, March 26,
1884, ibid., pp. 161-64'
58. List of Stockholders of the Maxwell Cattle Company, March 7,
1884, ibid., p. 151.
59. Frink et al., pp. 158, 170, 176-77; Albert W. Thompson, They
Were Open Range Days: Annals of a Western Frontier (Denver, 1946),
pp. 72, 76. Thompson, p. 76, says that a 20~ per cent dividend was paid to
Scottish investors in 1883 only by selling 21,000 head of cattle, thus
impairing the company's source of future increase.
60. Minutes, Maxwell Land Grant Company Board of Directors, Aug.
1884,
4,
MLG Folder, 1884.
61. Birdseye to Constant Rebecque, June 25, 1884, ibid.; statement
by Bela M. Hughes on Green's Contract, MLG Folder, 1885.
62. Green was supposed to secure a similar agreement with Porter
regarding Maxwell Land Grant Company stock held as security for
$35,000 owed to Porter by the Company. Minutes, Maxwell Land Company Board of Directors' Meeting, Aug. 4, 1884, MLG Folder, 1884; Pels
to Springer, July I, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886.
63. MCC Folder.
64. Ibid.

320

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW XLIX: 4 1974

65. Whigham to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, March 7,
1884, and Porter et al. to Smith, Feb. 26, 1884, MCC Letter Book, Feb.
I 883-0ct. 1884, pp. 149-50, 146-47; List of Stockholders, March 7, 1884,
ibid., p. 151.
66. Springer to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, March 7, 1884,
ibid., pp. 149-50.
67. Springer to Smith, March 26, 1884, ibid., pp. 154-59.
68. Ibid., p. 160.
69· Ibid., pp. 154-59.
70. Minutes, Maxwell Land Grant Company Shareholders' Meeting,
Sept. 30, 1884, MLG Folder, 1884; Pels, "History."
71. Wertheim-Loman Report, Dec. 6, 1884, MLG Folder, 1884.
72. Hume Webster to Green, April 2, 1885, MLG Folder, 1885.
73. Smith to Whigham, Feb. 23, 1884 (copy), MCC Letter Book, Feb.
1883-0ct. 1884, pp. 152-53.
74- As early as 1882, the Red River Cattle Company, in which Henry
M. Porter had a big interest, was running its cattle on the Nolan Grant No.
39, south of the Mora Grant in New Mexico. Raton Guard, May 12, 1882,
p. 2. In the spring of 1885, Thomas Benton Catron was planning to run
15,000 head of cattle on the Tierra Amarilla Grant located in north
central New Mexico, with a bit of it lapping into Colorado. Las Vegas
Daily Optic, April II, 1885, p. 4. And in Colorado, the Cleveland and
Colorado Cattle Company (1884) acquired 600,000 acres of the 4,096,000
acre, unconfirmed Vigil and St. Vrain (Las Animas) Grant. The Cleveland
and Colorado Cattle Company: Prospectus and By-laws (Cleveland, 1886),
p. 6; Denver Daily News, Dec. 23, 1884, p. I. This is not a complete listing,
but a selection to illustrate the point.
75. Frink et al., p. 198.
76. Ibid., pp. 201, 202-03; Green to Hume Webster (cable), June 4,
1885, MCC Folder.
77. Early in 1885 Porter and Green were discussing a possible purchase
of the Anton Chico Grant on the Pecos River, and later that year Porter
wanted Green to manage a sale of the Cimarron Cattle Company and
Porter's Pawnee Ranch on the Platte River in Colorado. They considered
purchase of the Muscatine Cattle Company, another Scots-controlled
corporation in which they probably already had interests. Green had an
office in Muscatine, Iowa, as well as in Kansas City. In late 1886 Green
was seriously courting Porter's niece. Hughes' Statement on Green's
Contract, MLG Folder, 1885; Porter to Green, Feb. 6, 1885, Letter Book
I, p. 26, Henry Miller Porter Papers. This collection is in the Library of
the State Historical Society of Colorado, Denver (hereafter cited as HMP).

TAYLOR: MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY

321

Porter to Green, Nov. 27, 1885, HMP Letter Book 2, pp. 272-75; Porter to
Green, Nov. 15, 1886, HMP Letter Book 4, pp. 294-95.
78. Memorandum of Jan Van Houten on the Green Contracts (undated), MLG Folder, 1884.
79. Receipt, Nov. 10, 1884, MCC Letter Book, 1884-1887, p. 96.
80. Springer to Hume Webster, Hoare and Company, Dec. 20, 1884,
ibid., pp. 13-14.
81. Ibid.
82. Acknowledgements of resignation, ibid., pp. 37, 48, 60; Hume
Webster to Pels, Aug. 1885 [sic], MCC Folder.
83. Green to Hume Webster, June 4, 1885, MCC Folder.
84. Pels Appointment, Feb. I I, 1885, MLG Folder 1885. He was born
in Holland on March I, 1837, and was U. S. Consul in 1864' Denver
Republican, Feb. 9, 19°6, pp. I, 5; Pels to President Cleveland, Aug. 31,
1887, MLG Letter Book, March 3, I887-Nov. 7, 1887, pp. 358-63; Hughes,
P· I 03·
85. Porter to Springer, March 21, 188" HMP Letter Book I, pp.
93-94; Pels, "History."
86. Pels, "History."
87. Porter to Springer, March 28, 1885, HMP Letter Book I, pp.
112-1 3.
88. Whigham to Pels, April 22, 1885, MLG Folder, 1885; Whigham
to Chase, April 30, 1885, MCC Letter Book, 1884-1887, pp. 35-36.
89. Chase to Pels, Whigham, May 2, 1885, MCC Folder; Whigham
Report, Jan. I, 1884, MCC Letter Book, 1884-1887, p. I.
90. Chase to Pels, Whigham, May 2, 1885, MeC Folder; Pels,
"History"; Ton, "Henry Miller Porter," p. 170.
91. Chase to Pels, Whigham, May 2,1885, MCC Folder.
92. Porter to Green, June 15, 1885, HMP Letter Book I, pp. 219-22;
Porter to Green, July 20, 1885, and July 24, 1885, ibid., pp. 1-4, 9-19; Pels,
"History."
93. The proposal was made before the other trustees resigned. Memorandum of Pels-Smith Interview, July 14, 1885, MCC Folder.
94. J. Duncan Smith (Solicitor of the Supreme Courts of Scotland)
was managing director of the Scottish-American Mortgage Company. He
also was an incorporator of the Prairie Land and Cattle Company, Ltd.,
serving as its managing director until his resignation in 1884. Frink et al.,
pp. 145, 172, 202; Western Range Cattle Industry Study, No. 143, Library
of the State Historical Society of Colorado, Denver; Thompson, p. 73; Pels,
"History"; Springer to J. Duncan Smith, Dec. 19, 1885, and Whigham to
Pels, Dec. 28, 1885, MCC Letter Book, 1884-1887, pp. 69-78, 85-87. A

322

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW XLIX: 4 1974

letter of Dec. 7, 1885, from Whigham to J. Duncan Smith was addressed
c/o Prairie Cattle Company, ibid., p. 67. See also the picture in Thompson, facing p. 73.
95. Springer to J. Duncan Smith, Dec. 19, 1885, MCC Letter Book,
1884-1887, pp. 69-78; Porter to Green, Dec. 26, 1885, HMP Letter Book
3, pp. 4 1-4 2 •
96. Springer to J. Duncan Smith, Dec. 19, 1885, MCC Letter Book,
1884-1887, pp. 69-78.
97. Pels, "History."
98. Ibid.
99. Ibid.
100. The Maxwell Committee had offered the British bondholders an
exchange of the old bonds for new six-per-cent mortgage bonds of the
reorganized Maxwell Land Grant Company, but Hume Webster, Hoare
and Company declined. Whigham to Pels, Dec. 28, 1885, MCC Letter
Book, 1884-1887, pp. 85-87; Pels to Hughes, Jan. I I, 1886, MCC Folder.
101. Pels to Hughes, Jan. I I, 1886, MCC Folder; Porter to Green,
Jan. 6, 1886, HMP Letter Book 3, pp. 62-66; Pels, "History"; Springer to
Pels, June 24, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886; Pearson, pp. 104-05. Pels wanted to
get rid of Whigham as receiver and have a Dutch receiver appointed. Pels,
"History"; Porter to Smith, Nov. 13, 1886, HMP Letter Book 4, pp. 275-76.
102. Porter to Green, July 28, 1885, HMP Letter Book 2, pp. 32-34;
Springer to Pels, June 24, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886; Ton, "Henry Miller
Porter," pp. 181-82.
103. Porter to Springer, Jan. 2, 1886, HMP Letter Book 3, pp. 48-49;
Birdseye Agreement, Sept. 16, 1887, MLG Folder, 1887. Sherwin sold his
Urraca Ranch to Francis Clutton in 1885, and that same year the acting
sheriff of Colfax County, Thike Stockton, sold furniture and two horses
belonging to Sherwin; Cimarron merchant D. A. Clouthier bought them
for $3,5°0 in behalf of creditors. Las Vegas Daily Optic, Jan. 26, 1885, p. I.
104- Porter to Springer, March 21, 1886, and March 27, 1886, HMP
Letter Book 3, pp. 199, 2°5-06; Porter to Springer, Aug. 17, 1886, HMP
Letter Book 4, pp. 127-3°. Sherwin was visited in Chihuahua by Judge
Birdseye, who, with M. W. Mills (of Springer, New Mexico), had, it was
said, instituted attachment suits against Sherwin for about $100,000.
Springer, Colfax County Stockman, July 17, 1886, p. 3.
105. Pels acknowledged that $41,063.52 was due Porter on the notes
to Lonny Horn. Porter to Smith, Nov. 13, 1886, HMP Letter Book 4,
PP' 275-76; Springer to Pels, June 24, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886; Porter to
Green, May 12, 1885, HMP Letter Book I, p. 162. Henry M. Porter was
heavily committed to several cattle ventures in New Mexico besides the
Maxwell. The companies-Maxwell, Cimarron, Red River, and Gila-were

TAYLOR: MAXWELL CATTLE COMPANY

323

coordinated in some of their activities at the suggestion of Manley M.
Chase, the manager of each one. Las Vegas New Mexico Stock Grower,
Sept 19, 1885, p. 8; Springer Colfax County Stockman, July 17, 1886, p. 3.
One Richard Grubb was employed as purchasing agent for the several
companies. Whigham to Chase, April 30, 1885, MCC Letter Book,
1884-1887, pp. 35-36.
106. Pels to Springer, July I, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886. Green had
brought. suit against the Prairie Cattle Company, the litigation taking
place in Kansas City in August. Richard Grubb was arrested for perjury in
behalf of Green. Trinidad Daily Advertiser, Aug. I, 1886, p. 4 and Aug. I I,
1886, p. 4.
107. Pels to Springer, July I, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886.
108. Ibid. It appears that Green advanced another $10,000 to the
Maxwell Cattle Company about March I, 1886. Whigham to Green,
March 15,1886, MCC Letter Book, 1884-1887, p. 94.
109. Whigham to Birdseye, May 12, 1887, MLG Letter Book 5, pp.
63-64; Thompson, p. 76.
IIO. Pels to Springer, July I, 1886, MLG Folder, 1886; Porter to
Green, Dec. 29, 1886, HMP Letter Book 4, pp. 368-69; Pels to Whigham,
Feb. 4, 1887, MLG Letter File 14, 1887.
I I 1. Pels to Whigham, Feb. 4, 1887, MLG Letter File 14, 1887;
Ton, "Henry Miller Porter," p. 170.
112. Pels to the Maxwell Land Grant Committee, March 22, 1887,
MLG Letter Book, March 3, I887-Nov. 7,1887, pp. 30-31.
II3. Pels to Springer, March 29, 1887, ibid., pp. 37-38; Las Vegas New
Mexico Stock Grower, Sept. 19, 1885, p. 8.
II4. Porter to Springer, Aug. 10, 1886, and Aug. 31, 1886, HMP
Letter Book 4, pp. 119, 147-50; Porter to Green, Sept. 14, 1886, ibid.,
pp. 180-81. The figure given is a reasonable approximation; sources vary,
ranging from $146,000 to $7°0,000. The lower figures probably were based
solely on cattle shares, while the higher ones included the Raton Coal and
Coke Company shares. Fluctuating market values doubtless explain some
of the variations. J. Guthrie Smith later proposed a new, $1,5°0,000 issue
of preferred bonds (the British bonds to be included) and a second issue
of a million dollars' worth. Porter to Green, Sept. 14, 1886, and Porter to
Springer, Nov. 8, 1886, ibid., pp. 180-81, 262-63.
I 15. Porter to Springer, Oct. 22, 1886, and Oct. 29, 1886, ibid., pp.
24 0 ,248.
116. Pels to Waldo, April 9, 1887, MLG Letter Book, March 3, 1887Nov. 7, 188 7, p. 59·
117. U. S., Congress, Statutes at Large, vol. 24, pp. 476-77; Frink
et al., pp. 249-51.

324

NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW XLIX: 4 1974

118. Pels to Springer, March 29, 1887, MLG Letter Book, March 3,
887-Nov. 7, 1887, pp. 37-38.
119. Pels to Waldo, ibid., p. 59; 121 U. S. 325 (1887); circumvention
of the Alien Act was accomplished chiefly by selecting a Board of Trustees,
the majority of whom were American. See The Maxwell Land Grant
Company to Rudolf Vincent Martinsen et al: Deed of Trust (New York,
n.d.), pp. I, 31; Pearson, pp. 110-11.
120. Pels to the Maxwell Land Grant Committee, July 19, 1887, MLG
Letter Book, March 3, I887-Nov. 7, 188 7, pp. 247-49·
121. Pels to Whigham, April 23, 1887, and Pels to the Maxwell Land
Grant Committee, April 29, 1887, ibid., pp. 64-67, 95-97; Pels to Springer,
Aug. I I, 1887, and Pels to the Maxwell Land Grant Committee, Aug. I I,
188 7, ibid., pp. 335, 337·
122. Pels to the Maxwell Land Grant Committee, Aug. I I, 1887,
ibid., p. 337; Birdseye Cancellations, Sept. 16 and 17, 1887, MLG Folder,
1887; Pearson, p. 1°9.
123. Pels to the Maxwell Land Grant Committee, Feb. I I, 1888, MLG
Letter Book, Nov. 7, I887-Feb. 20, 1888, pp. 291-92; Pearson, p. 157.
124. Raton Range. Dec. 23, 1887, p. 5.
125. Pels to Springer, Oct. 17, 1887, MLG Letter Book, March 3,
I887-Nov. 7, 1887, pp. 443-45; CIutton to Pels, Jan. 21, 1888, MLG
Letter File, Transfer 4. Littrell had been employed by the Maxwell Cattle
Company for some time, and had served as manager of the Red River Cattle
Company. He and Zenas Curtis were associates of long standing. History of
New Mexico, p. 689; Raton Guard, May 12, 1882, p. 2; Las Vegas New
Mexico Stock Grower, Sept. 19, 1885, p. 8; Hughes, pp. 61, 81. There had
been a falling out between Pels and Chase, supposedly because of an arrears
in Chase's salary amounting perhaps to $10,000. Pels to Clutton, April 16,
1888, MLG Letter Book 700, pp. I 10-2 I; Harding to Pendleton, March 2,
1889, MLG, New York General Letters, 1889 & 1890'
I

